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Abstract
The analysis of a sequence of interaction in which two students from ELE of intermediate level conducted an activity of 
information gape suggests that the learners deployed two types of mechanisms for control of intersubjectivity: anchor and the 
control of the other´s words. Through anchorage, the partners point out their perspective and clarify the other's perspective by 
clarification requests and confirmation checks. Through the control of the other´s words, strengthen their understanding of the 
perspective of the other. 
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1. Introduction
During the realization of activities of information gaps, the partners can share the same goal, but take different 
intentions to achieve it or interpret the linguistic symbols from divergent perspectives. In this regard a key concept is 
that of intersubjectivity that involves the ability to understand the perspective of the other. In this study, I propose to 
investigate the mechanisms that the partners deploy to ensure understanding of their perspectives. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)
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2. State of the art: The linguistic symbols: the voice of the I and the you
The linguistic symbols are social conventions by which a partner attempts to share the attention with other towards 
an object in the outside world (Tomasello, 1999, 2003). 
The use of linguistic symbols, both in mother tongue and second language, allows human beings to develop a 
cognitive representation different from that of other animal species. While primates and newly born infants represent 
their environment based only on their own experience, the human being from nine months points out objects in the 
outside world which are not their individual experiences which they want to share with others, and this makes use of 
the symbols. Symbols, according to Tomasello (1999: 96), have two exclusive characteristics of the human species: 
they are intersubjective in the sense that they are socially shared with other people and are equipped with 
perspective which represents a particular way of seeing an object or event. 
They are socially shared because the speaker assumes that he understands and produces the same symbol as 
the listener and this one understands and produces the same symbol as the speaker. It is a process that Tomasello 
called reversible imitation whereby each partner assumes that you can adopt the role of the other in a scene of joint 
attention (Bruner, 1983). In other words, the speaker uses symbol to direct the attention of the listener in the same 
way that the listener uses them to attract the speaker´s attention. The result of this process of reversible imitation is 
the linguistic symbol: a communicative device including intersubjetively from both sides of the interaction, 
something very different from what happens with communicative signals emitted by chimpanzees and some 
communicative gestures of pre-linguistic children because in these cases, each participant understands only his role, 
from his unique perspective. On the other hand, to understand and express a communicative intention is necessary to 
understand of the intention of the other.
The second feature of linguistic symbols is that they are equipped with multiple perspectives. This property 
derives from the human ability to adopt different perspectives on the same object for different communicative 
purposes. This ability multiplies indefinitely the specificity with which symbols can be used to manipulate the 
attention of others, but it can create a problem since such a high degree of specificity required the interlocutor to 
understand the intentions of another regarding their attention. Hence, the need for intersubjectivity. Defined as 
explicit or implicit knowledge sharing on the orientation of the task (Rommetveit, 1979), intersubjectivity has been 
put into relation with the concept of decentration (Piaget & Inheder, 1969) with take of perspective (Gillespie, 2007; 
Gillespie & Cornish, 2010), i.e. with the ability of the subject to adopt the perspective of the other and, thus, share a 
same universe (Mead, 1922).
The concept of significant symbol of Mead (1922), is very close to the sign of Vygotsky (1978), as notes 
Gillespie (2007). Mead defines the significant symbol as a gesture which includes the experience of one's self from 
his perspective and from the perspective of the other. Both Vygotsky and Mead conceived the sign or linguistic 
symbol as a device comprising two perspectives: the actor and the observer, i.e. it is intersubjective insofar as that 
evokes the perspective of actor and observer in each one of the partners at the same time, and then when a person 
internalizing the perspective of the other, he can see his own perspective from the other´s perspective. Only when 
one is capable of being another, the symbol becomes significant. The two perspectives are evoked in the symbol, 
because one is the I and the you simultaneously.
3. Objectives
The objective of this study is as follows: investigate and analyze the mechanisms of control that the partners 
deployed to establish the intersubjectivity and understand the perspective of the other. 
4. Method
For this study I made use of a qualitative methodology. The analysis has been inductive and interpretive. I have 
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departed from a previous state of the question, but I have taken into account the data as generators of new ideas that 
modify the ideas on which I have based my research. 
Data collection procedure has consisted of an activity of information gape in pairs taken from Brooks & 
Donato (1994) being the participants two students from ELE of the Cervantes Institute in Tangier from intermediate 
level (B.1.1), a boy and a girl aged between twenty and twenty-three years with a university level of education. The 
test consisted of a semi-structured activity in which each participant had a table divided into squares (four columns 
and six rows) (see appendix) some of them had different information (numbers, letters, words or drawings). 
Separated by a partition of carton and seated the one facing each other on either side of a table, they had to provide 
and receive information to complete the table with the data that were missing them, so that at the end of the test, the 
two were to have the same information. Participants saw the test for the first time the day that made it. The teacher, 
who is the researcher, gave them instructions to make activity a few minutes before taking it out. The activity, 
carried out outside the hours of class, with duration of eighteen minutes and thirty eight seconds was recorded on 
video and audio and subsequently transcribed. The obtained data were compared with other samples that make up 
the corpus.
5. Results
The results reveal that the partners deployed explicitly two types of mechanisms for control of intersubjectivity: 
anchor and the control of the other´s words.  By anchor I understand the explicit signaling by the partners of his 
location in the table and control of the location of the other. These mechanisms, deployed during the communicative 
exchanges about the location of data, aim to show his perspective and clarifying the other´s perspective. The control 
of the other´s words consists of quote the words of the other partner once they have already exchanged information 
to strengthen the understanding of his perspective.
5.1. Anchor
5.1.1. Location pointing
The two partners since the beginning of the activity displayed a control mechanism on its own location in the table 
and the location of the other, which consisted of explicit pointing out. We must distinguish between one’s own 
location pointing and pointing of the location of the other, with the latter being the most frequent use. When a 
person requests to another to provide the location of an object or a word, it does explicitly pointing the orientation 
(horizontal or vertical) where the other partner may have located the information, as shown in the example: 
(1) Hamza: ¿y qué tiene, tiene en el, en la segunda…, en la segunda línea, en el primer 
columna, segunda línea?
Note how the partner explicitly designates the coordinates (line and column) and does nothing for unspoken.
The partners in this sequence using fragmentation as a resource to achieve the goal, but unlike what do the 
partners in other analyzed sequences, they do not make use of only one single type of fragmentation, but two 
(horizontal, breaking into lines, and vertical, dividing into columns). Even when they have already located the object 
or word explicitly indicating the horizontal and vertical coordinates, they ask whether the object is to the right or to 
the left of the line or in the upper or lower part of the column. Continuing with the previous example, see how the 
sequence continues: 
(2)   Radya: ¿a la derecha o a la izquierda? 
Note after the speaker has asked about she has in the second line in the first column, the other partner replied asking 
if it refers to the left or to the right of the table. In this way, she specifies precisely her location and that of the other
to avoid ambiguities about the perspective from which one´s speaks. 
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5.1.2. Control of the location of the other
Another form of anchor consists in controlling the location of the other resorting to requests for clarification, and 
mainly confirmation checks. This mechanism is deployed when the speaker believes that the perspective of another 
is not clear. In this way, each partner clarified and understood the perspective from which speaks the other. See the 
example of control through a confirmation checks (repetition of words from each other with rising intonation): 
(3) Radya: la última, en, en el primer cuadro…
Hamza: ¿de, de la última línea? 
5. 2. Control of the other´s words
Through this resource, an interlocutor reproduces words from each other by inserting them with an informative verb 
(say), making use of interrogative intonation sometimes. The aim is to confirm and consolidate known information: 
(4) Radya: el, el último cuadro a la izquierda // me has    
dicho que hay  un… 
Through this evaluation of control and metadiscursive, the partners return back to consolidate their knowledge about 
the perspective of the other.
6. Discussion and conclusions
The data show that the partners deployed various mechanisms to control the perspective of the other, such as 
pointing, control of the other through clarification requests and confirmation checks and the control of the other´s 
words. Tomasello (1999: 171) pointed out the recourse to requests for clarification and the meta as forms through 
which a partner adopts the perspective of the other and internalizes it (Vygotsky, 1978). On the other hand, we noted 
the importance of the understanding of the intentions of the other to establish the intersubjectivity to use linguistic 
symbols (Tomasello, 1999, 2003), taking into account that they are interpretable depending on the perspective 
adopted by the partners. Also, it has been highlighted how to understand a same meaning through symbols each 
partner must include in his voice the voice of the other (Mead, 1922; Bakhtin, 1981; Gillespie, 2007; Gillespie & 
Cornish, 2010). Hence, the need to establish the intersubjectivity, in the sense of understanding the intentions of the 
other even if they are different (Matusov, 1996).
Taking into account the above considerations and in accordance with the results, I am putting the following 
conclusions. In this sequence, contrary to what happens in others sequences in which partners interpret the linguistic 
symbols in divergent ways without awareness of the diversity of perspectives, the partners, two learners of 
intermediate level Spanish having a university level of education, they display two types of mechanisms to control 
the perspective of the other and establish the intersubjectivity: anchor and the control of the other´s words.
Through anchorage, developed during the conduct of the activity, the partners point out their location and 
clarify and control their perspectives using clarification requests and confirmation checks. Through the control of 
the other´s words deployed as an evaluation process, it strengthens the understanding of their perspectives. 
Through these mechanisms, partners point their perspectives, clarify and consolidate their knowledge about 
the perspective of the other, understand their intentions and eliminate ambiguities and misunderstandings caused by 
divergent interpretations of linguistic symbols or an inappropriate knowledge sharing. These mechanisms ensure the 
understanding of the symbols by both partners even though they have been interpreted in different ways, 
establishing the intersubjectivity and the double directionality of the sign. Each partner knows from what 
perspective speaks the other and which interpretation has awarded the symbols. Thus, everyone can be himself and 
the other at the same time (Figure 1). 
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  Figure 1.  Inclusion of you in the I through mechanisms of control of intersubjectivity 
  (based on Mead and Vygotsky).
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